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REMARKS 

Entry of this Amendment is proper under 37 C.F.R. § 1.114. Reconsideration is 
respectfully requested along with withdrawal of finality of the rejection. 

1. Status of the Claims 

Claims 1-19, 11-13, and 45-47 stand pending and rejected. Applicants note that the 
claim amendments submitted with Applicants' Amendment and Reply dated October 17, 
2006 were entered. 

Applicants have amended claims 1, 2, 4, 12, and 46. The amendments are supported 
by the specification at least at page 31, lines 8-16. Amendments to the claims are introduced 
without prejudice of or disclaimer to the subject matter cancelled by way of amendment. 
Applicants reserve the right to file a continuation or divisional application on any of the 
cancelled subject matter. 

2. Information Disclosure Statements 

Copies of A. CORSE AUX et al., "Homo sapiens Chromosome 1 1 Clone BAC67-M-5 
MAP 1 lql3,*** Sequencing in Progress***, 3 Ordered Pieces," Database EM_HTG, E.B.I., 
Hinxton, U.K. Accession No. AC024123, March 2, 2000, XP002165276, Abstract; and G. 
SCHNEIDER et al., "Formation of Focal Adhesions by Osteoblasts Adhering to Different 
Substrata," Experimental Cell Research, Vol. 214, No. 1, pp. 264-269, September 1994, 
Academic Press, Inc., USA were submitted with Applicants response dated November 11, 
2004. These references had been stricken off the PTO-1449 form that had been submitted 
January 16, 2004. Applicants respectfully request acknowledgement on an initialed PTO- 
1449 form of these two references. 

Applicants further request acknowledgement of the IDS submitted herewith with the 
Office's next communication. 

3. Double Patenting Rejection 

The Office acknowledged that the judicially created obviousness type double 
patenting rejection between the instant application and claims 5-1 1, 13, and 16 in U.S. 
Application No. 10/477,238 ("the '238 application") stands withdrawn. Regarding claims 1- 
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3. 12, and 14 of the '238 application, the double patenting rejection is maintained allegedly 
with respect to pending claims 1-9, 11-13, and 45-47 of the instant case. 

Applicants have submitted a Supplemental Amendment in the '238 application 
cancelling withdrawn claims 1-3, 12, and 14. Accordingly, the obviousness type double 
patenting rejection stands mooted and should be withdrawn. 

4. Rejection Under 35 U.S.C. $ 112, First Paragraph 

Claims 1-9, 11-13, and 45-47 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, first paragraph, 
as allegedly lacking sufficient written description. The Office asserts that is unclear what is 
meant by a "homolog". The Office appears to argue on page 3 of the Advisory Action that a 
"homolog" includes the mouse homolog of LRP5, as well as LRP6 and its homologs. 

Applicants traverse the rejection. Applicants teach that if the homologous 
substitution is made in the mouse sequence as occurs in the human sequence, it would 
likewise be a glycine to valine substitution. In the mouse LRP5 protein, it occurs at position 
170 instead of at residue 171 as in the human LRP5 sequence. As correctly noted by the 
Office, this is discussed in the specification at page 31, lines 14-16. Applicants note that the 
amendment to the claims were entered, but is unclear from the Advisory Action as to 
whether all the claims stand rejected for lack of written description. Applicants direct the 
Office's attention, for example, to claim 13, which recites only SEQ ID NO: 4. Applicants 
submit that the basis of the rejection iterated in the Advisory Action does not apply to claim 
13. 

In order to clarify this point, Applicants have amended claims 1, 2, 4, 12, and 46 (and 
the dependent claims as well) to no longer refer to "homolog". Thus, with the amendment, 
Applicants submit that the rejection is mooted and should be withdrawn. Applicants 
respectfully request allowance of the claims. 

5. Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. § 112, First Paragraph (Enablement) 

The Office withdrew its rejection of claims 1-13 and 45-48 in part. The enablement 
rejection as to the recitation of "rodent" in the claims, stands withdrawn in view of the 
amendment submitted October 17, 2006. 
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The rejection of all the claims apparently is maintained, because of the recitation of 
the term "homolog" in the claims. The Office asserts that it is unclear what characteristics 
are used to arrive at a mouse homolog. 

Without acquiescing to the merits of the rejection and in order to advance 
prosecution, Applicants have amended the claims such that the term "homolog" is not 
recited. Accordingly, Applicants submit that the rejection is mooted and should be 
withdrawn. Applicants respectfully request allowance of the claims. 



From the foregoing, further and favorable action in the form of a Notice of Allowance 
is respectfully requested and such action is earnestly solicited. In the event that there are any 
questions concerning this amendment or the application in general, the Examiner is 
respectfully requested to telephone the undersigned so that prosecution of the application may 
be expedited. 

If any fees are required, the Office is asked to charge Deposit Account No. 50-0573 . 
The Office can credit any overpayments to the Account. 
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CONCLUSION 




Respectfully submitted, 
DRINKER, BIDDLE/& 



Date: June 12. 2007 
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